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SURGE [S REPORTED
IN ESPIONAGE CASES

By JOEL BRINKLEY
Special to The New York Times .

WASHINGTON, June 1 — Never be-
fore have so many people been await- :
ling trigl on charges of espionage
: against the United States, Federal offi-
‘cials say. '

Around the country, 11 people are ac-
cused of spying for the Soviet Union or
iits allies. Three of those pecple are
rmembers of the Walker family,
| charged last month in what some Fed-
| eral officials call the most damaging
Spy case in recent times. '

Federal Bureau of Investigation fig-
ures show that in the last four years, 11
other people have been charged with
espionage and convicted. There were
46 people convicted of espionage or re-
lated crimes over the previous 40
years. - . ,

4 Million See ‘Secret’ Data

Federal officials say part of the rea-
son for this sharp rise is increased en- .
forcement, but  intelligence - officers |
and other Government. officials also
say the Soviet Union has more intelli-
gence officers operating in the United
“States than ever. .

Another important part of the prob-
lem, these officials said, i{s that the
number of Americans approved to han-
dle material classified as secret or top
secret has risen beyond four million.

An official of the National Security
Council said the Government estimates
‘“there are approximately one-third
more Soviet intelligence officers here
now” than a decade ago. A senior intel-
ligence official put the number at al-
most 1,000. :

The Senaie Select Committee on In-
telligence concluded in a report last
week that one-quarter of the 800 Rus-
sians assigned to the United Nations
are “‘intelligence officers,” and that
many more are co-opted’” by the
K.G.B. or other Soviet intelligence
agencies. L o

Meanwhile, the number of Amer-
icans with access to secret and top se-
cret material has grown by more than
50 percent in'the last 10 years, while the
number of classifed documents has
grown dramatically, too. As of April 1,
Defense Department statistics show,
4.3 million people had official Govern-
ment clearance to handle materials in
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restricted categories. !

_United States should halve the number
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More than 600,000 people in Govern- ‘
ment and in private industry may re-
view top secret material, the most
sensitive classification. More than
100,000 people are cleared to handle
“‘gensitive compartmented informa-
tion,” a catagory of the most highly
classified intelligence information.

Britt L. Snider, the Defense Depart-
ment's Director of Counterintelligence
and Security Policy, said, ‘“‘The re-
quests for clearances have been in-
creasing like crazy the last couple of
years_n

. Clearance Requests Doubled

The Defense Department processed
136,920 requests for security clearance
in 1975. In 1984 there were 206,790, an
increase of 50 percent. And with more
than four million people now approved
to handle secret and top secret docu-
ments, Mr. Snider added, ‘‘it does sug-
gest that we have a greater vulnerabil-
ity’’ to Soviet spies.

With the arrest of the three Walkers,
members of Congress and others are
focusing on these facts with renewed
concern. John A. Walker Jr., his son
Michael and his brother Arthur all had
secret or top secret security clearances
while serving in the Navy or afterward.
All are accused of selling the Russians
a wide range of highly sensitive naval
information. Q
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Nunn Asks Big Reduction A
On Friday Senator Sam

Georgia, the senior Democrat on the

Armed Services Committee, said the

of people approved to handle classified
material. Also this week Patrick J.
Leahy, the Vermont Demociat who is
vic€ chairman of the Senate Intelli-
gence Committee, said, ‘‘Soviet spying !
is a far greater problem today than we '
have acknowledged.”
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have to sign a paper saying they will
serve their Government if asked.” He
added that this did not necessarily
mean all the visitors were asked to
serve as spies.

“But when they need someone to;
serve as a drop” or as a courier, Pro-|
fessor Godson said, “they might use|
one of these people. That complicates
counterintelligence for us tremen-
dously because we don’t have enough
resources to watch all of them.”

Most of the Soviet intelligence offi-
cials work as case officers, United
States officials said. That means they
may do little spying themselves, but
they manage Americans who have ac-
cess to sensitive material and are being
paid or otherwise influenced to work
for the Russians.

John Walker is accused of working as
an agent for a Soviet case officer identi-
fied in a Government affidavit as a vice
consul at the Soviet Embassy here.
Federal officials say the Soviet officer
left the country almost immediately
after Mr. Walker was charged with es-*
pionage. :

Intelligence officials say each Soviet
case officer can probably manage no

.more than five American agents at a

time. Directing agents is complicated

and time-consuming, they say. That|.

means, the officials went on, that the!
Russians could be working with as
many as several hundred Americans
as spies, although it is unlikely that
every Soviet case officer has a full
complement of American agents.

Arrests Aren’t the Whole Story
Mr. Godson said: ““They have a large

number of people, and we don’t seem to

be catching very many of them, which
makes us wonder: What are the others
doing?”’

American officials say the number of

A senior intelligence official said | arrests does not tell the whole story

Soviet intelligence officers work “in
the Soviet Embassy, in the consulates,
at the U.N.” :

“They work for Tass,” the Soviet
Government press agency, he added,
for Aeroflot, the Soviet airline, “‘other
businesses and under deep cover” not
attached to a business or government
office. :

He and other intelligence officials
said the estimate of almost 1,000 Soviet
officers did not tell the entire story.

“It doesn’t take into account the
visiting delegations, the travelers and
the co-opted people,”’ said James J. An-
gleton, who was the Central Intelli-
gence Agency’s counterintelligence di-
rector until 1975.

Roy Godson, a professor at George-
town UmivVersity - who teaches and
writes about intelligence matters and
serves as & consuitant to the Govern-
ment, said he had been told by several
knowledgeable Russians. that ‘“‘Soviet

since many people caught spying are
never prosecuted. Every time a spy is
caught, they said, the damage can be
compounded if the seriousness of his
disclosures becomes publicly known.

““It’s one thing for the Soviets to get

our secrets,”’ an intelligence official
said, ‘“‘but it’s even worse when they
can find out from us exactly how valu-
able what they got really was.” So in
many cases, he and other officials said,
national security dictates that the spy
not be put to a public trial.

When they can, intelligence officials
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citizens who visit the United States .
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| work for the United States; in essence,
they try to turn him into a double agent
who can then pass information back to
his Soviet case officer that is mostly
false. “It’s a huge, messy, timé-cpn-
suming business,”’ an intelligence offi-
cial said. ‘‘Some of them are hopeless,
and we don’t even try.” v .
But when an American can be tirried
into a double agent, that has the addi-
tional advantage of tying up much, of
the Soviet case officer’s time on a use-
less agent, the officials said. .
Government officials and othefs of-
fer a number of explanatlons for theap—
parent dramatic increase in spying in
the last decade. In the détente years-of
the 1970's, ‘‘we opened up the country
'to a very substantial inflow of possible
/intelligence operatives,” said Bobby R.
P( 'Inman, former Deputy Director of.Cen-
tral Intelligence.
| At the same time, Mr. Inman-and
others added, throughout the 1970's.the
United States cut back the money and
manpower devoted to counterinelli-
gence ‘because of budgetary .con-
straints and public accusations of this-
management and abuse in the A{n?"

ican intelligence community. o
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REPORTS & COMMENT

WASHINGTON

THE “STAR
WARS” DEFENSE

WoN'T COMPUTE
. The sofrware problems posed by wmissile

defense are o0 great for the existing
" computer capability ‘

.

{THE PENTAGON's plans for the 1990s
! evoke a scicnce-fiction film festi-
!val robot tanks prowl battlefields, sili-
icon co-pilots ride shotgun in dogfights,
iand compurters scan the skies, poised to
‘fire anti-missile missiles without human
.guidance or decision. The Pcntagon
‘wants “brilliant” (that is, smarrer than
'smart) computer programs for bartiefieid
and stratcgic weapons. Defense plan-
ners hope to open a2 new round in the
arms race, onc the United States can't
lose. Some visionaries believe that com-
purer scicnce now stands at 2 threshold
very like the one crossed by nuclear
physics around 1940. They expect that
in.future batties the computer itsclf will
become the most important weapon in
the arsenal, while the platforms that car-
ry it (tanks, ships, and dronc aircraft)
and the munitions that it discharges
{conventional or nuclear) will be relegat-
¢d 1o the status of mere accessorics.
The hardware projects are ambitious,
but far more so arc the plans w creawe
softwarc-—the programs, or lists of
inscructions, thae tell the computers
what to do. The Pentagon is planning
the largest programs ever conceived,
containing millions of insuructions. Not
only will these programs be larger than
any now in existence but they are sup-
posed to transcend the rigid routines of

today's programs and attain a fiexibility
approaching- human thought. Comput-

ers with thesc characteristics represent
the vet-to-appear “fifth goneration” of
computer technology—they exhibit “ai-
tifictal mtelligence.”

The twechnologies involved in these
computers do not vet exist, and whether
or pot they ever will is controversial. Yet
they are vital to the success of several
costly weapons programs, mest notably
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the $26 billion Strategic Defense Initia-
tive (SDI), better known as the Star
Wars missile defense. Robert Cooper,
the head of the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency {DARPA), the
Pentagon’s main agency for basic re-
search, promlscs that the new comput-
ers will be “an enabling wechnolagy for 2
defense as complex as may be neccssary
for ballistic missile defense.” Many
computer scicntists arc skeptical, how-
ever. Thev think that we sre betting the
security of the country on hypothcucal
discaveries that may never occur The
Pentagon alludes 1o these as basic re-
scarch projects, not applied rescarch to
deveiop weapons for the fickd. But we
are already concentrating our research
resources on them and arc therefore
abandoning alteratives. In the future
we mey find that we have become com-
mitted by defsuit and that we have to

psc the results of these projects, no mai-

ter how far short of today's promises they
‘may fzll.

The Department of Defense (DoD)
.is now subordinating computer science
to military needs as completely as nucle-
.ar physics, acronautics. and rocketry
iwere subordinated in the 1940s. An un-
'precedented flow of DoD dollars is in-

‘tended, in the Pcntagon s words, to’

push" and “pull” the nation’s computer’
scientists into working on a.reiully sc-
lected military applications.”™ At a time'
when Japan is funding an effort of simi-,
lar scope to dominate the commercial
computer market (abour which more lar..
). the wisdom of miticsrizing computer
science is doubtful. The Penugon ad-
mits that “the magnitude of this national

cffort could represent a very large per
turbimon 10 the umvcrsmf commumr\ M

nonctheless, there has been lictle oppo-
sition from computer scientists. A few
hope for a Pax Americana guaranteed by
uncontested technological prowess rath-
er than by the traditional sorts of mili-
tary powcr. Qthers are skepuical, but
most asg indifferent to the paliucal im-
plications of the bettomless well of de-

: fense-contract money for their rescarch
" projects and businesscs.

So. the work begins. An aura of naive

" overconfidence hangs over much of the

effort. The proposals and progress re-
ports suggest actitudes shaped in semi-
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nars on the campus of a suburban de-
fense think tank, not on the battieheld
or training ground. They reveal 4 fasci-
nation with abstruse theorv and a delight
in virtuoso puzzle-solving coupled with
a nonchalance toward pracrtical problems
and a flip disregard for saferv and reli-
ability. While DeD s attempiing o per-
suade the public that infallible rebot
:warriors will remove the risk and uncer-
‘tainty from combat and permit Ameri-
' cans 10 wage wars withaut casuzlues, the
race to close the incipient robot gap is al-
ready on. At 2 Moscow trade fair iast fall
the Moscow Academy of Sciences an-
‘nounccd a five-vear, $100 miliion pro-
| gran¥ by§eevict and Warsaw Pact scien-
! tISes. lop fifth-generation com-
s puter technologics for the Easiern bloc.

’ F)F’FH—GENERAT}ON computing tech-
nology is slated for application in
many DoD programs, bur the most ex-
‘treme exampics eccur in semcthing
.called the Strategic Computing Program
:(SCP). This five-vear, $600 million proj-
ect was announced in October of 1983
by DARPA, and it got under way last
vear, with a first-year budget of $50 mil-
lion.
~ The central goal of the project is to
-apply a familv of programming tech-
nigues called “artificial intelligence™ 1o 2
new generation of brilliant wezpons that
would be able to perform complex mis-
sions without human guidance. It s de-
scribed in the DARPA report Srraregic
Computing, New-Generarion Compuling
Tecknology: A Sirategic Plaa for lrs Develop-
menr ond Applicatior ro Crittea! Problows
in Defense. 1f the goal is cven partially
achicved, future historians might rank
this remarkable document with Albert
Einstein’s 1939 letter to President Roo-
sevelt recommending development of
the atomic bomb. lIts peculiar tone, at
once extravagant and vague, is difficulc
10 convey in paraphrasc It begins:

ficl I ed mis- -
sﬂs:s or remotely piloted vehicles, we
g lau h autonomous

land. sca, and air vehicles cagablc of
complex, far—rangmg rcconnaissance
and artack missions. . . . Lo conuast
with Qrcvrous computers, the the new
ation will ¢xhibi
ml:clhgcnt" capablhncs for pla'mmg

and ng. . .. st 1 w
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